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Thesse hvo documents, published by JESNA contain some overiapping and ssemingly conflicting
recommendations. | would like to take this opportunity to axplain how these came to be, and add some
interpretation, or information that can be used in interpretation.

RP33 w.is published in 1999. it was written by the Ot.hdoor Environmental Lighting Committee. This
committ 2e’s focus s on the visual use and enjoyment of the nighttime environment. One of the

commitl 2e's tasks was to harmonize the various u»{of the outdoor environments, such as roadways,
parking cts, parks, sports, commercial interests and astronomical observatories. The uses are thus
disparat?, making “harmony” a difficult task. The make-up of the committee is of Designars,

Manufac {urers, and other interested parties such as educators, researchers and special interest
orgenizetions. This document was balicted at the committee level, the Technical Revisw Council and the
Board ot Directors. ‘
RP2 wa:i published in 2001. it was written by the Merchandising Lighting Committee. This committes’s
focus is 0 the best use of lighting in the Merchandising and Retall applications. This committee’s work
rapreset s the definitive knowledge on lighting to enhance retail spaces and encourage all parts of the
retail prcoess. The make-up of the committes is Designers, Manufacturers and other interested parties
such as educators and researchers. This document was balloted at the committee level, the Technical
Review Jouncil and the Board of Directors. it was then forwarded {o the ANS! Board of Standards
Review, whare it was exposed for public review. ANSI then reviewed comments from the public, the
IESNA £oard of Directors, the Technical Review Council and the Merchandise Lighting Committse.
Furtherniore, ANSI reviewed all of the-balicting, responge and resolution of comments, including the
make-uj and balance of the committee. it became an ANSI Standard Practice.

The recemmendations that overlap or appear to be in\ confiict can be found in the outdoor merchandising
area, sp icifically on outdoor automobile sales lots and petroleum statfons.

In simph: terms, each committee brought their unique focus in the prionlies of design critena for these
lighting i1pplications. RP33 recommends illuminance values that are far iower than RP2. This is because
the enviionment was their top priority. These vaiuss still have merit in non-commercial areas where the
environr 1ent i the top priority of the users of those areas. RP2 recommends higher values than RP33
because the top priority for that committee was to help deveiop lighting designs that would enable retait
commer zial businesses to compeate favorably in arsas with other commercial businesses. These higher
vaiues hive merit in deveioped commercial areas where commercial interests hold the top priority. If one
were for ;ed 10 raticnalize the two sets of lluminance recommendatiors, the total range shoutd be



expands to include the highest values from RP2 and the fowest values of RP33. This then requires the
designe- to take the utmos! care in selecting values closest to those fitting the "norm” in the area around
these businesses.

To restr ¢t the upper limit of lighting tevels can be a good thing, if it dees not unreasonably restrict the
trade of & commarcig! business in the presence of "grand fathsred™ compstitive businesses. n the
absencu of statules requiring these businesses to ail comply with the same lighting standard, the business
plans of new retail enterprises can become untenable.



